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Introduction | coe - 
/ > = . 
This study was designed to generate substantive theory about decision 
making in academic departments. The resulting theory was grounded in data 


about the decision making processes faculty in three university departments 


used to structure their curricula and programs. Members of those depart- 


2 ov 


ments shared general professorial norms of individual autonomy, a limited 


role for the department chairman, and peer review. ‘However, the operational 
definitions of these norms varied. Departmental decision making processes 
also varied. this vane describes the nature of those differences and’ 


detdieates a theory explaining them. Le =, 
. ; . mae . 
University and Departmental Structure a) 

While decision making scocubaen in uni gaeaiiy denavenants have re- 
ceived little epecttic study, a developing” body of research has increased 
understanding of those processes. A. substantial artay of evidence indicates 
that institutional variables of univeristy size, wealth, prestige, and- 
complexity affect bath departmental autonomy and departmengal organization 
aie? Darkenwald, 1970; Dressel et al, 1970; Blau, 19733 Lodahl and: Gordon, 


1973). This research suggests that large, complex universities which em- 
). . ° . 
phasize research tend to support departmental autonomy and collegiality, 


- while small institutions which emphasize teaching tend to maintain a 


bureaucratic administrative structure, 
* 6 
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Several researchers have shown relationships between the structure of 
knowledge of a discipline (variously conceptualized) and behavior in its 


“associated departments. Haas and Collen (4971) found departmental differences 


in faculty evaluation and control to be related to the discipline's "humanistic 
2 orientation," Lodahl and Gordon found that the degree of. paradigm deve lop- 
| 
ment of a discipline shaped faculty interaction with aie students (1972) 


and/influenced both departmental and professorial autonomy (1973) in British « 
4 
as well as American institutions (Beyer and Lodahl, 1976). 


Examining the effects of departmental quality and disciplinary savadien , 
development on the distribution of influence in universities, pedanl aad i, 
q Gordon (1973) found that departments wae naghier rankings in the Cartter a! a 
report (1966) exhibited collégial structures, while Enea wEER lower vankdlage 
\ Bi displayed bureaucratic characteristics, a reldtionship which hela even when’ 
university and department size were controlled. However, departnénts in 
"extremely large" universities SS cécted hal cage at edalbhertntire delunies 1 
than those in smaller universities. At every quality level: ~the ase ahaa 3 | 


of influence. in physical science departments differed. econ that in -bocial 
science departnenta Lodahl ‘aaa Gordon Sone Vuded that departments ia 
pees science fields experience Breater autonomy within ree institutions es 
einai do thowe in“the social actences. . ‘They suggested that within departments, :~ 
physical scientists rely on seeaaaie committees to retlovalixe decisions about ae 
she éeactidne process, while. deviations in social pexence departments result | 
from the chatrman' a acres a with ‘individual faculty menbere: 


This research provided a framework which guided the study ccna in 


the following pages. While Rises education has received greater attention 


S a as x6 . 
( ‘ from social scfence researchers - the1960" 6, there remains less 


~ ers 


, - ’ 
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: {_ spondenta, Interviews with university administrators and documents ae 


i ng : ve " ' 


/ 


descriptive data about departmental social systems and decision making pro- 


ceases than is needed for theory development. Thus , the research reported 
ane eaphtiat 
was designed to provide extensive description of ‘the ways in which depart- 


ments coordinate courses, develop or change programs and ‘curricula, and make 
other curriculum decisions. These data provided the basis for grounded 


theory about those procebses. = rs 


s 
’ 


The prémary method of dats cglleation was the semi-structured inter-— 
view of faculty in three departments. The interviews sec nna duanen swags 
a perigd vf four months in the spring of 1975. Their length range® from 
forty-five minutes to over an house, Interviews were, taped and transcribed 

to avoid the inaccuracies associated with individual recdrding and recall. 


Before they wete interviewed, faculty also completed a questionnaire which 


provided background information about the department and individual re- 


as Sepuvenent meet ing minutes, departmental reports to the Gfaduate School, 
Danforth evaluations, and program and course descriptions Hipp temanted’ she 
faculty interviews. | 
Three departments of similar size and degree of complexity in a ee 
different tated university (Darkenwald, 19709 were studied. er eee 
chemistry and political science were chosen to represent the high and low 


\ 


extremes of paradigm development (Lodahl ‘and Gordon, “4972) The department ) 
f 


of mechanical engineering bas added’ to represent a department, ‘in a ‘profess- 
ional school on the basis of the Haas and Colen (1971) argument that 
product disibility in peorecstonat schools affeets departmental¥procgdureg 


for evaluating faculty. ’ ‘ oa 


a3 4 ; 


Bag : An extensive description of the three departnoats and their aeasion 
_— . making se a has been reported elsewhere (Adkison, 1976). hie I com- 


/ 
pares their shes programs, and distribution of, rank ;, tenure and years in 
: “the department. The membership or the mechanical engineering department i 


. my rie in a g . 
is most stable, while the chemistry department has the highest proportion 
of new faculty. , oe - : - 
Y. ; “ = \ " spanaty 27 


rsaiyats : , ae: sa —o 
Initial analysig attempted to aon Thompson’ 8 (1967) decieion making 
ae theory to the three denies nts, puceb ane used Festinger’ 8. (1950) theory ’ 

\ | of social comparison to expi n organizational i aaa and decision 
“making. His two "basic variables of decision" -- belief in “the completeness 
, of cause and effect knowledge and crystallization of standards of desira- , 
bility _ seemed consonant with the components of clgpity and consensus 
= ingggided in the concept of paradigm (Kuhn, 1970). | ‘Thompson noted that 
organizational self-assessment becomes difficult ‘when’ standards se dont 
e P) bility a anil kau or disputed and when participants believe that the | 
| cause and ffect knowledge needed to accomplish their tasks ds incomplete. 
He argued that under such uncertain conditions, organizations, like individ- 
uals, evaluate their behavior ms comparing themselves with a reference group. ° 
Using paradigm development as a measure of uncertainty in selenite 
fields, Pfeffer, et al ¢1976) reported results ciepecibie with Thompson's 
‘theory. After éxamining National Science Foundation grant shinasetone in 


ae PP four social science fields, they goncluded that allocation decisions in 


fields with less developed paradigms were more likely to be i{mfluenced by 
‘ ‘ 4 
| ie particularistic, social considerations than are decisions in fields with 


more developed paradigms. 
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Degree of Paradigm Develdp- 


ment in discipline 


¥ - Number of _full-time 
‘faculty (excluding 
individuals on sabbat- 


{éal leave) 


Distribution by rank 


Professor 


Assoc. 


’ Asst. 


Professor 


Professor 


Tenured faculty 


Distribution by years 


in Department 
' -Thrge or fewer 
-Four - six years 


-Seven or more years 


ae 


Degree programs 


* TABLE 1 


Political 


* Science 


ul 


- ‘ 


Ria 


5 (45.5%) 
2 (18.2%) 
4 (3%.42%) 
7 (63.6%) 


2 (18.2%) 
6 (54.5%) 
3 (27.3%) 


3 (BA, 
MA, 
PhD) 


» 


3 (18.82%) 
7, (43.8%) 
6 (37.5%) 
11 (68.8%) 


6 (37.5%) be 


4 (25% ) 


6 (37.5%) 


4 (BA, BS, 
MS, 
PhD) - 


high 


3 (BS,.MS, 
PhD) 


program. The most convincing argument for curriculum or program change 


- should develop'a curriculum uniquely suited to regional concerns -- a 


1 jie 


- However, Thompson's theory proved to be incompatible with the decision 


making processes. in the three departments observed. ‘Social comparison was 


evident in group and individual decision making in departments in the high 


paradigm fields of chemistry and mechanical engineering and absent in the 


depdrtment in the low paradigm field of political science. ; 


. In evaluating thé{r own programs, mem¥érs of tife chemistry department 
compared their offerings with those of ogher siedietas Hemacemuites -- both 
in the most prestigious institutions where many faculty members had received 
their training and in neighboring universities. A member of the department 
reported feeling latapraced"™ when his department's BA program compared ti 


» 


favorably with programs in other departments, and he worked to upgrade the 


was a demonstration that practices in the department deviated from those i 
in the referent departments. The referent power of rns departmental group), 
reportedly influenced. voting and erat ine decisions of’ individuals in the 
chemistry and mechanical daetuneving departments, as faculty members 


a 
acbomodated their behavior to the group, even when not completely agreeing 


& a sf 


with the group decision. 

In annibeank: in the low paradign department, where standards of 
desirability were least cevatulidced and knowledge of cause and effect 
relationships was © most idsouptees, some faculty rejected che wehtd tty 
of comparison with departments in ather institutions and argued that they 


; : es ; 
constunsen supported by Danforth SONALUAL ONES: One faculty member statéd . 
the Ts of this positiog, arguing that undergraduates "don! t need to 
know a hell of a nak of internat onal relations" and suggesting that rs 


students wanting eG learn about’ China or the sovfet Union go Miieneres: 


q 4 e. 


see no need to maintain comparability among departments. Thus Thompson's 


. ; , : 
oe 
Lack of disciplinary consensus encouraged individuals in the low 


paradigm field to reject social comparison as a means of departmental 
assessment. In the high paradigm fields, consensus not only encourages 4 


comparison but makes it necessary. Some members of a low paradigm field 


theory was rejected as a means of explaining curriculum decisions. 

A model derived from Homan's (1950) social ee eT was developed 
from the descriptive data. - Fighge 1 states the interrelationships of 
observed variables stated as primitive terms, i.e., words that denote *: 
human agents and their actions (Zetterberg, 1965). In figure 2, the 
variables are stated as derived terms. . 

The model posits that an aspect of a department's technical Avtten 
seni the structure of knowledge be the discipline, affects the amount 
of formal and informal dctenaeadion among deavonet members. A high degree 
of paradigm development in a field allows faculty to define teaching tasks © 
clearly and promotes faculty consensus about ‘departmental goals. 

_Faculty in the gachaneiat engineering. and chemistry departments vende 

to agree about the goals of their curriculum, though they did not aiveye 
agree upon the meane of renohiton thee However, cgensensus about clear 
goals reduces conflict in evaluation of processes, since over time the 
department can reject those saa ek which do not achieve those goals. : 


»] 


For: example,’ a respondent noted that nationally and in his own department, ° 
« 


chemistry curricula have shifted th emphasis from description to theory 


,over, the past ten years. As a rg@sult], he felt students now are familiar _ 


* 
with quantum mechanics but don't know what sodium choride is, and chemists 


are reexamining the curricula. A mechanical engineering. professor noted a 


similar trend in his field... 8 
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Chemistry and Mechanical - 


< cs Engineering F 
Departments 
a, 

‘ 

d 
Bd F 
. ks . 
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Political Science 
Department 


-Department members 


Department members 
express agreement 
over curriculum and 


program, 


state need for 
sequencing course 
content, 


Department members 

~ express differing 
views about curriculum 
and Fie as 


&S 


Department members 
perceive high potential 
for intra-departmental 
conflict in attempting 
to structure curriculum, 


FIGURE 1 


, 


. , 
High rate of interaction 
among department members 

in formal meetings, | 

* committees, ‘and sub-" 
committees, 


High rate of informal 
interaction among 

members of the 
department. 


Low rate of ,interaction 
among department members 
in formal meetings, 
committees, and dub- 
committees, 


Low rate of informal 
interaction among 
members of the 

department. 


Department members state 
that none \exerts 
disproportionate 

, influence, 


Everyone in department is 
expected to participate 
in most decisions, 


Junior faculty report they 
have influence and are 
treated with respect, 


Faculty members say 
cha¥gman is not a "head." 


Senior faculty exert 
disproportionate amount 
of influence. | 


Junior faculty afraid of 
possibility of strong 
chairman, 


Department selects mild 
individuals to be 
chairman, 


Senior faculty interfere 
in teaching ‘and content 
of junior faculty's 
courses, Coercive 

influence, ° 


Few decisions made by the 
entire group. 


High rate of interaction 
in department's external 
system, ; 


Crystallized’ norm structure 
in department group : 
regulates exercise of 

‘influence and Mecision 
making processes. 


High degree of departmental 
consensus over curriculum, 


Members of department 
dev@lop highly 
structured curriculum, 


High degree of paradigm b 
development in 


discipline, 


High rate of interaction 
in department's internal 
system, . 


- 


jee 


ae 


Low rate of interaction 
in department's external 
system, 


Uncrystallized norm 
structure’. 


Low dégree of departmental 
consensus over curriculum, 


Members of department 
develop unstructured 
curriculum, 


Low degree of paradign 
» development in f ‘: 
discipline, 


Exercise of influence 
unpredictable apd for 

some junior faculty. 

coercive, 


Low rate of interaction 
¢ in department's internal 
system. 


4 
FIGURE 2 - 3 


cl “* Faculty stated that group decision making is necessary to coordinate 2 Pee 
course content mi to make other program decisions, Both the chemistry and 


mechanical. efigineering departments developed an elabotate array of formal , 


divisions of responsibility, ‘The high rate SE formal interaction promoted 


sentimente of Liking within bhe group, ‘ius facilitating | extensive: informal 
eee ; x 


tateradPon. Members of the mechanical engineering department ene ’ 


~~. so often that facihty corfeidered it difficult ta se alae the ne from , rae 


“the intoraal decision making processes, though the ditive. si ha 
Ly 


‘ultinately ba on every. decision. ot aa 


erOkOeels were often initiated during infortal discnsaions aid mod- 


‘ 


ified as a result of those conversations before they werd submitted to the 
formal committee system, Respondents in the high paradtgn fields tended 
to express esteem for their sélieagues.° Almost every nenber rs the mechan- 


ical engineering department, volunteered positive statements about others 
“t 
in the group, ee 8 “ 


Because of thet extensive formal and infotmal interaction and the con- 
sequent development of ‘sentiments of mutual esteem, the mechanical enneer ig 
‘ 
“os and 1 chemistry departments formed cohesive Bros with crystallized norm 


- me 


Jmeruckerees The norm. structure of each group affected the exercise of 
a . influence and departmental decision making _processes. See 


The norms of the cohesive groups regulated the exercise of influence 
al 


~~» 


in the. chemistry and mechanical engineering departments. Both the legiti- 


e mate power. of the office of. chairman and the ewaed and coercive power 
associated with it were limited. Daily interaction, often in the form of 
ihe ‘ joking, reminded the mechan engineering chatpiaat of the norm that he 
. F : was a faculty ababee. not a "head," and an. anti-administrator sentiment | - 


€ * ‘ e : eS 
‘ =. 3 “4 . * ec * 


P : 11 . 
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mee 
was sadntatned, A former chairman who once attempted to silat the norm- 
. ative Limit on authority by making a sunieiee course assignment was privately \ 
ribuled by his colleagues, ‘and he quickly rescinded the duetaion: 
In the dashantesl engineering department, Sunpbndente indicated that 
no faculty members exerted disporportionate influence. Several respondents 
tated a nie of equality of. influence. and expertise. Junior faculty re- 
ported that from their first year in the department their cree were 
‘treated "with respect" by others. In both chemistry ard mechanical engi- 
figexttes junior faculty had convinced the departnent to adéop-cateteulun 
and program changes. _ » : 
The extensive interaction which occurred as a proposal moved ae 
the committee structure to a final vote enabled faculty in mechanical 
engineering to ate Sauces to meet any objections, thus reducing the 
Ltkel thood of divisive seule: While faculty meet ings were often settings 
for lively slates sa lefy the meetings friends, The decision . \ : 


andar style in ‘both chenistry and’ mechanical engineering departments 


allowed everyone an syheceantey to inflyence outcomes. The procesg was poh" 
: time consuming. _ It took the mechanical engineering department five years | 
to sdaorcitg a major: curriculum reform. However, the. process maintains Pa 
consensus within the group. as positions are debated and modified before 
the final decision, thus promoting compliance with it. =~ : : 
In high paradigm fields issues arise which cannot be resolved by | 
referring to the shared criteria and ‘consensus of the disciplinary paradigm. 
‘The chemistry chairman ssbed ix tonstant "empire building" press as faculty 


in different specializations attempted to enlarge their share of the 


curriculum, Members of the depqrtnent 3 aeareress over the need for a 


~ 


or 


foreign language requirement, an segimenk involving differing definitions 
of what constitutes an educated man. However, the number of such disputes 


was small, and the department's feeling of consensus was > not disrupted, 


Individuals in the chemistry-and mechanical engineering ‘departments 


express both a sense of individual autonomy and the belief that they can 


- 


influence ‘group decisions. The sekeare to coordinate courses and sequence 
content does fie create a loss of -perceived autonomy. | 

Group development in the two eer paradigm i ica ora illustrates Homan’ 8 
(1950)“social systems theory. ene ateted that.a famait group is -conposgd . 


- of two systems: the external’ systen developed to aes those tasks 


sf 
necessary for the group's* survival; and the internal acatark or sidberablen 


ba 


af group behavior WATSON results from and may either reinforce or undermine 4 


gi structure ‘of the external. system, Hily theory aera that interactions 


] 


ahiong individuals made necessary by cha /ecinicktivk: oF cite external system foster 
sentiments of likfng among the individualg involved, because they like each 


other, those individuals continue to interact informally, developing the group's 


aa, Fe os , ~ 
internal system. Continued informal interaction further increases mutual 


. 


liking and may promote increased interaction in the i As they 


interact, tha /aenbere of the group seNeney norms (Figure 2) 


- 


aon 
t 


Homaris suggested that his theory’ would not. apply to interactions when 
a condition such as the power of one man aver mother made interaction 
unpleasant to at least one of the participants. The nature of group 
development in the political science department suggests that lack of 
consensus and an unclear task create such a condition for academic aeparcoentys 


\ 


The political’ science qrvergnene 8 decision making processes. eretenes 


. as 
_ markedly from those in chemistry \d mechanical engineering. The dussttiaata 


low paradigm development creates the potential for divisive conflict over 


curriculum, While some faculty expressed ‘a need-for "good prerequisites}, 


15,. nvr e, fr. SES 


= a : i v 
: ‘ 
‘ e 7, 


_~ 


for advanced courses, the department was unwilling ‘to attempt to implement : 
a structured course sequence. One senior protdsece xecalled-an unnerving 
experience in another department which tried ep achieve a consensus over an 
introductory course. The. conflict - was enough to discourage him ‘from engaging 


- 


in group decision making over a curficulum sashe: Another professor felt , 


that the costs. of attempting major. curriculum revision aa ial the | ae 


department from such, oR endeavor. Younger faulty were somevhat more witlide hr 


to discuss ‘akieteonih change. Boe . Ag ee. ; ; 
’ : : i ee a os ; 


Informal interaction among the political scientists, especially the 


, sender faculty, was equally restricted. If there could be said to be-a 


group norm, it was that faculty members remain friendly but aloof. "Good 


‘fences smake good cies " ‘ respondent sableined As a result, ‘another 

” serie could describe the department as lgectductinn tue isolates." Unlike 

ra ; . 
“hy ted Sod in chemistry ead me chancel engineering, re pondente inthis « 
department did not volunteer sentiments of e’teem Boe thelr colleagues, 
though some made disparaging comments about ‘hen: Z 
Lack of interaction prevented the crystall{zation of a norm structure 
for the group. The exercise of influence thus was aii unpredictable and 
sa chain feared by junior faculty. Because group norms did not limit the 
chgirman'’ s_ influence, the department limited the power of the position by 
seect ing "mild" chairmen who would not attempt to use the office to shape 
faculty behavior. They did this with the knowledge that having a less 
, agressive caateand put the-department at a’ disadvantage in its negotiations ‘ 
. with the dean. 7 a ~ Fs | ; | 
While the department had no factions, both specialization and patterns | 


of interaction tended to split junior from senior faculty members. Issues 
ry ; : i « 


¥ 


. Fe = 
ey 7 : . 4 . 
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criteria to be used in such leetaeaca The junior fagulty were in a tenuous 
. ‘ 


fs position. Senior daeuley were willing to try to ate a junior member's 
teaching methods: and ‘course content, even to the extent of seaetoans classes 
ie We -and suggesting pagent changes. When one junior professor openie. eefueed 
"jump through any hoops," his contract was not renewed. The Havidat 
\ | , emphasis of another Junior professor's tntroduetory cengas was modified 
a a series of informal discussions with the etfatrman, A senior professor 
si i stressed che "gentle" ‘ nature of wh influence attempts; hoyever saa ie 
Nae non- swengval ofa contract remained. Not “surprisingly, a respondent 
noted that Jidion faculty were agjuweaidy “afraia" of the possibility of 
a strong chairman, When asked if similar incidents occurred in their own = 
departments, respondents in chemistry and mechanical engineering ‘stated they 
had never hae of similar interference in on Ansteucton!s courses, 7 
| The most influential faculty in the political science department re- 
oe portedly exerted a disproportionate amount of iia though their 
influence tended to be that of the potential to block others recommendations. 
An individual developing a major curriculum revision noted what part of his 
4 r strategy ‘was to deaten the changes oe that senior faculty ‘Would be unaffected 
and thus less likely to_oppose’ him, , 

The department as a group voted ” many decisions, such as the ieene 
duction of new coprses. However, the group tended to Butewe anything about 
which a single mber deile-atrondiy. Course assignments were made, as much: 
Pe possible, to suit individuals. For example, the large, introductory 
— Wai Kauake by whomever volunteered. This created no problems, a 


7; 


respondent explained, since usually someone "crops up" to teach it. a - % 


17 


of promotion and tenure also divided the two groups which isi aoiie es the ° 


ey. 


i} 


\ 
eax. 


the past, when no oné volunteered to teach a course, the chai gman assumed — 


the task so, it could be .offered. 
“ Within limits, such as those described above, members of the political M4 
| 8 | —————— 
‘science department have a sense of individual autonomy bat little sense 
5° Se nu Ae 
of being able to shape departmental behavior. Members: of. the chemistry and 


=> ° 


mechanical engineering departments felt autonomous and also influential in 


v 
/ 


departmental esistone. re 
The SESHERAOE| decision making styles and pacterns of influence in the 


Enree departments were étunted by different social systems, specifically by 
“Y 


_ contrasting dearaes ‘of group colies{veness, Differing degrees of disciplinary 
48 . 
paradigm development create différing conditions for the development of 


social systems, ‘<p r aa ' 


Results of other. research support a relationship between both task clarity 
A * : 
and group consensus about goals and group structure. March and Simon (1958) 


. ‘ 8 : 
proposed that the greater the extent grotip members perceive shared goals, 
the stronger the individual's propensity to identify withthe group. Mee 


ene ‘Rietsma (1960) found that ‘clarity of goal and path affected the ingividual' 


4 


vpelecion to the group. They found that oe with a clear- picture of 
the group "s task 4nd the means for achieving, it ported 3 greater sense of 


belonging to the group, greater’ ‘concern for gyvoup performance, greater task 


¢ 


involvement, a greater ability to perceive social differentiation in the. 


peer é "ig ; : mY 
group anda greater willingness to accept influence.from the group than did) \ , 


- gubjects under conditions of-unclear goal and path. Anderson (1975) also 
found that the level of cohesiveness of a task group is a fanction of goal- 
path clarity, even under varied conditions of value piavsantie and level 


. 


‘of prior attraction among members. He argued that the effect, of ae 


. 
4 - 
mv 2 ‘ @ - 
’ , . * ’ 
- a 7. . ’ 
“ ach . 
i : ‘ : - . . 
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A : \ 


ee Dee a 
similarity among gembers of a task group contributes less to group cohesive- - 


~ 


ness than does goal-path clarity. 


{ 

. 8 

ee This research provides support for rwising the substantive theory stated 
pe ; Z 


in figures 1 and 2 to a formal level applicable to task groups in general. 
rhe theory hapunas Homans’ social ayateas theory by delineating variables in 
the dabk etivixonnent that promote or impede interaction. (Figure 3) , 
If the group has a consanadaabout its task and the nature of the task 

is clear, there iene high probability that haces of interaction in the j 
‘wen hlecaaietals evatnen etd be high. A high rate of interaction 10th 

2 external system wilt Aeuaae a high rate of interaction in the group's 
aREeD AL ayateg If the rate of interaction is high, there-is a high 
peebanelits that the group will develop a Sati norm structure F 


a 7 
governing decision making and influence within the group. 2 Mey 


Conyersely, if the group lacks consensus about the task and théenoi ® , 


is ambiguous, it is probable that the rate of interaction in the group’ 8 
external system will be low, The low dotetavetin rate in the external 
system will discourage fetdeuceton du thé internal system, If the rate 

of interaction in the external and internal pvicial As low, it is probable 


that the group's norm structure will remain ufcrystallized, 


Discussion 
+ Considerable iabake over the meaning of the concept parediza has led 
to attempts to clarify it (Kuhn, 1970). Kuhn indicates that the term is 
more properly applied to tte areas of 5 iiievden of Limited research 


-gommunit Les than to entire disciplines. Further discussion of the relation- 


ie : ‘ 
ships between social structure and the structure of knowledge of academic 
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/ departments would profit from the use of categories not based on the con- f, 
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| : - @ 
! cept of parediga. Vit appears that the enna of consensus over the 
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Degree of clarity of goal Rate of interaction in 
»' and processes for task . group's external | 
group. system. 


Crystallization of norm 


Degree of consensus over Rate of interaction in 
‘| goal in task group.: : group's internal 
, . system. 
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basics of the field and clarity of the teaching task are significant elements 


of a discipline's structure that affect departmental social: structure. Using 
degrees of these two elenente rather than the concept of paradigm to Ne 
-gorize departmental fields extends the results of this study and others 
(Lodah1 and Gordon, '1972, 1973; Beyer and cand, 1976) to departments out- © 


side the physical and gocial sciences where the concept of paradigm cannot 


be applied (Kuhn, 1970). The effects of consensus and clarfty on multi- 
s disciplinary departments and chdue in the arts pa humahities may be einilar | 
eis ttm noted in the physical and social sciences. 
# at While the discipline's structure of knowledge affects the potential for 
. Ss eiiiec duetaten thaking sabia ina ec eie. it is the 
cohesiveness promoted by task clarity and consensus that produces a crystal- 
lized norm structure which regulates exercise of influence and decision ‘ . | 


making | processes and encourages consensus over issues ntelered to the 


RaERdiER, Factors other than paradigm development may lead to, he Renraen of 


_cohesive sual guaiits among academjcs, Pptrie (1976) argued’ ‘the at non- 
cotabenslecioal factors must be efeiaie for an interdisciplinary effort = 
succeed, Most insceeane of these factors is die giciaek of a "clear and 
RECORIERD LS idea which can serve asa central focus for the work." This” 
idea may be embodied in an individual who leads the project through force . 
of. Een er or it my ~ issoded by an ees necessity which defines 
the wreup "s mission. Closely associated with the dominance of an idea is 

‘ 
“isi need for achievements which provide ii group with feedback confirming 
the original’ idea. The dominant idea aiso factitepten the development of f 
; ae a cohesive group. Thus ‘nterdfseiplinaty an mult {disciplinary groups are 
: aor . i ae . 
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not waciedustly destined to choose between constant conflict and individual 
isolation. 

. - The decision making styles of academic departments need further study. 
Consensus and task clarity, whether defined by a dinctptinary paradigm or : 
imposed by the charismatic sdsiwidued or external need, appear to facilitate 


the development of a cohesive social system which promotes communication 


and cooperation among its members, However, groups lacking a clear ‘task or’ 
a“ - ~ , 


‘consensus ate more likely to be conflict ridden. The political science 


department studied here averted conflict by avoiding the coordination of &- 

individual activities through structuring of the curriculum. Identification a, 
ria : = . : AA 

of other means of preventing or resolving conflict in similar departments 


would. benefit the study of ‘both academic departments and task groups in j 
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